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styles), but must flow from personal
interaction with the children, keen
observation, and an understanding of
the background and context from which
our students come.

individual needs and gifts and uniqueness. Parents know that not all six-yearolds are ready for first grade and not all
seven-year-olds should be in the second
grade. Unfortunately, for various reasons,
an old model of herding same-age kids
(2) Classroom arrangement
through a sequence of grade levels conThe way we arrange our classrooms tinues to control much of our schooling
says much about our educational practice.
philosophy. Perennialists will probably
Obviously, attempting to redesign an
insist on straight rows and little student entire school's curriculum is unrealistic.
activity other than taking notes and fill- Nevertheless, in a multifunctional classing in worksheets. Progressivists may room, in which diversity of tasks and of
want to do away with the furniture. opportunities to learn is stressed, some
Social reconstructionists prefer to elimi- redesigning of the curriculum will be
nate the classroom altogether and take necessary. One way to do this might be
the students into the heart of urban city to distinguish between (a) core material
life. To implement a multifunctional and (b) parallel tracks. Core material is
classroom, we will need flexibility and part of the school's overall curriculum.
variety. This means that at some time All students in a given grade level need
straight rows are in order, while at other to master this material. But right along
times changes should be made to meet with the core curriculum there should
needs and celebrate gifts. Here are some be parallel tracks, learning opportunities
suggestions:
that allow the students to master the
core material at their own pace and in
a. Use learning centers. Even though their own style, and that meet student
we see them mostly in elementary needs and gifts as well. So the teacher
schools, they are appropriate at the high would plan special projects, design
school level as well (high school options among various ways of learning,
libraries sometimes function as large and provide supplementary activities.
learning centers). Too often learning
centers are limited in scope, allowing
only narrow skill development. We
There is no one best way to teach anyshould aim at multifaceted centers that one anything. Teaching strategies need
combine cooperative learning with indi- to alternate between personalized
vidualized instruction, permit meaning- instruction, cooperative learning, and
ful and responsible choice, encourage whole-group instruction. Particularly
self-evaluation, and work with an inte- important will be to plan the teaching
grated curriculum.
strategies and activities carefully. No
doubt, mass teaching from the textbook
b. Arrange for diverse student areas. If or giving all the students identical workspace permits, create both an area sheets is much easier, but doing so withwhere students can work quietly and out regard for needs and gifts and indiindependently and discussion areas for vidual uniqueness lands us in egalitarismall group activity. In addition, some anism again. Goals and objectives will
teachers designate a corner of the room also have to be diversified: what may be
as a "responsible student work area," an a learning goal for Jeffrey may not be an
area for students with little need for appropriate goal for Kristen. And finally,
close supervision.
evaluation procedures will also have to
be reconsidered. The issues of goals,
(3) Curriculum
planning, and evaluation in a multifuncA major problem teachers face is the tional classroom require thorough invesrequirement of a prescribed curriculum. tigation, and probably innovative reviAt the end of grade 1 all students should sion.
presumably be at a certain level, at the
end of grade 2 they should be at anothDoes all of this sound like idealism?
er level, and so on. Such curricular pre- Can teachers actually establish and
scription often ignores the reality of maintain multifunctional classrooms? Or
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are we proposing a pipe dream? True,
the obstacles appear formidable. Yet a
nagging question looms in the background:Just how important are our children? What about a kid like Jeffrey and
many like him? Can we just pass them
off as "kids in the middle," without much
opportunity to develop their special
God-given gifts, and thereby in reality
relegate them to a class of losers? Of
course we can't.
Can it be done? It is encouraging to
observe that numerous teachers already
implement many of the principles of a
multifunctional classroom. We need to
encourage these teachers to exercise
their creativity. Meanwhile, parents of
students like Jeffrey must call schools to
their task of educating not only the
whole child but also every child. School
boards and principals need to provide
the kind of instructional leadership that
will permit all the kids in the middle to
be winners.
Can it be done? An old saying sums it
up: Where there's a will, there's a way.
We can take the easy road, or we can
face the challenge.
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This is the third in a series of three
articles on educational integration.
When teachers first confront the
requirement that they implement some
new idea or method into their teaching,
they can respond in any of several ways.
If we view on a continuum the many possible responses to such a requirement, we
will see on one end those teachers who
flatly refuse to make any changes. They
may rationalize that their pedagogy
requires no change or that they already
know better than curriculum designers
and consultants what needs to occur in
their own classrooms and' even in classrooms in general. Jumping to the other
extreme of our continuum, we find those
teachers who chase down and study all
the material they can find on the new
method, who end up leading workshops
on how to implement the new method,
and whose sample classroom lessons or
units eventually circulate in print so that
others might see what successful implementation actually looks like. Of course,
we recognize these extremes as extremes;
these illustrations fail to represent the
more moderate and more mixed reactions of the majority of teachers. Most
teachers fall between my two characterizations. And most teachers likely experience feelings of willingness to implement
the method and, simultaneously, frustration over exactly how to go about irnplementing curriculum changes that come
their way (Doyle and Ponder 1978, Sieber
1972).

Our first temptation may be to dismiss
those teachers on the end of the continuum I described first, not just those at the
extreme but even those who tend toward
that end. We have our ways to describe
them. They are deadwood. They are
incompetent. They are cruising to retirement. No doubt, these descriptions accurately describe some classroom teachers.
The continuum I suggested may serve its
illustrative purpose, but we need more
thoroughgoing accounts than the simplistic criticism characterized above to
explain the many sources and varieties of
resistance that classroom teachers will
experience and demonstrate.
Some of the resistance that integration
has already faced and certainly will face
in the future can be accounted for by a
sociological analysis of what implementing integrative education implies for
classroom practice. Running parallel to
the sociological dimensions of resistance,
several psychological dimensions warrant exploration. In what follows, I will
briefly explore one of these, which ought
to strike educators as particularly ironic.
To build this account of resistance
requires that we review briefly the logical-psychological debate. This debate
serves as a window through which we
can ask about the business of the business: learning, or helping learners fit new
ideas and facts into what they already
know.The key question of the debate has
been historically: What kind of considerations ought to be paramount in determining curriculum structure, the logical
(structure of knowledge, nature of disciplines) or the psychological (cognitive
structures, pedagogical concerns)? Most
often, participants in this ongoing debate
assume that one or the other must be
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chief, although a minority of educators
tries to attend to both concerns. Those
attempting to bring the two sides of this
debate together argue that anyone wishing to see a learner progress must consider both the logical structure of the material and the cognitive structures of the
learner. On this account, neither condition is sufficient; both conditions are necessary.
The logical-psychological debate goes
at least as far back as John Dewey. He
wrote in Democracy and Education as
follows:
The chronological method which
begins with the experience of the learner and develops from that the proper
modes of scientific treatment is often
called the psychological method in distinction from the logical method. . .
(257-8)
As McClellan notes, Dewey's intention
in stating this in 1916 was to point out
that the logical and the psychological
must be brought into congruence (148).
Dewey must be numbered in that small
group who have recognized both these
apparently competing claims on curriculum structure. One wants also to mention
Herbart, Piaget, and Bruner as educators
who have given attention to the relationships in question. BecauseAusubel's work
(which I refer to later) bears such similarity to that of Herbart, I will quote only
Herbart (of Herbart, Piaget, and Bruner)
here, with the explicit intention of providing background to Ausubel's ideas. As
long ago as 1901, Herbart wrote
In the most favorable case ... a foundation of elementary knowledge is
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gradually laid sufficiently solid for later
years to build upon; in other words, out
of the elementary knowledge an apperceiving mass is created in the mind of
the pupil which will aid ... in his future
studies. (70)

psychological structures within which
students work, to ignore those who have
to make the changes in their own thinking and classroom practices if they are to
implement the changes in question. We
would think it unusual and somehow
shortsighted to simply hand students a
course outline and tell them to go to it.
Yet integration is sometimes handed to
teachers in just that way.
1
Ausubel has said more that is useful to
us here. His notion of advance organizers
fits centrally within the concept of psychological structure. He distinguishes
two kinds of advance organizers: expository, where new material is completely
unfamiliar; and comparative, where the
teacher and student could connect the
new learning to some prior learning. The
purpose of comparative organizers is to
increase [the] discriminability between
the new ideas and the previously learned
ideas by pointing out explicitly the principal similarities and differences between
them (1978, 253). According to Ausubel
new learning takes place when

Later in the same work, they repeat that
" ... if new material is to be learned meaningfully there must exist ideas in cognitive structure to which this material can
be related ... " (143).
So far, we have managed to review
material from the earliest clays of any
Herbart's idea is now commonplace.
teacher's educational studies. It is, in fact
But I will question shortly why or how
a truism that part of our task as teacher~
we ignore such commonplaces when we
is to enable students to see how the new
begin to im plement curriculum changes
learning they are doing at the present
such as integration.
connects up with the learning they have
Ausubel is perhaps the best-known repalready done up until this point. One of
resentative of more recent efforts to
our standard meanings of integration
underline the importance of fitting new
relates to this central element in the conlearning into existent kn owledge. Whil e
cept of learning. Some even prescribe as
recognizing the undeniable distinction
much in their definitions of education.
betw een the logical and the psychologiAt the very moment we identify as trucal, he pleads that both elements be recism these elementary points from the
ognized as important:
first course in education, we are ready to
discover the irony in which we have landIt should not be forgotten, however,
ed ourselves. Teachers encountering the
that in addition to organized bodies of
demand to implement integration in
knowledge that represent the collective
their classrooms-whatever that word
recorded wisdom of recognized scholars
means-confront the demand to learn
in particular fields of inquiry, there are
something new: a mindset, a language,
corresponding psychological structures
and usually several specific practices. As
of knowledge as represented by the organew material becomes incorporated education professionals, we recognize
nization of internalized ideas and inforinto cognitive structure in so far as it is that when we require students to learn
mation in the minds of individual stusubsumable under relevant existing new things, we try to deterrnine beforedents of varying degrees of both cogniconcepts. It follows, therefore, that the hand what cognitive structures they have
tive maturity and subject-matter sophistiavailability in cognitive structure of in place. Recognizing the learner's need
cation in these same disciplines. I am
appropriate and stable subsumers to fit new learning into existent strucmaking a distinction, in other words,
should enhance the incorporability of tures, teachers try to assist in this fitting
between the formal organization of the
such material. (1960, 267)
aspect of learning. Ironically, here, teachsubject-matter content in a given disciers are being asked to master a set of
pline, as set forth in authoritative stateAdditionally, the new concept must be learnings. Despite all we know about
ments in generally accepted textbooks recognizably connected to the concept learning, teachers are frequently asked to
and monographs, on the one hand, and to which it is to be anchored.Ausubel and embrace some new concept or adopt
the organized, internalized representa- Fitzgerald note that earlier learning some new practice, but to do so without
tion of this knowledge in the memory becomes in effect the anchoring post or the psychological hooks on which to
structures of particular individuals, espe- ideational scaffolding in cognitive struc- hang this new mindset, this new vocabucially students, on the other (222).
ture for the learning of the later appear- lary, and these new practices. What
ing material (1962, 244). Ausubel does Ausubel calls "the organizers" are absent.
Ausubel's point is correct: learners not view lightly the place of cognitive
What must be done? We might start by
require structures within which to grasp structure. He writes
noticing the irony in our own courses of
the new ideas or facts coming their way.
action. In light of the above discussion,
When we educators see the word learnThe most important factor influencing our job as professional educators wanting
ers, we think of the students in our
learning is the quantity, clarity, and to assist teachers implementing integraschools. I suggest, for purposes of disorganization of the learner's present tion in the curriculum, or in the classcussing
implementing
curriculum
knowledge. This present knowledge, room, is to find what concepts are most
change, that we now expand the range of
which consists of the facts, concepts, stable in those teachers' cognitive structhat term to include teachers. IfAusubel is
propositions, theories, and raw per- ture and try to tie integration to those
correct in what he states in the passage
ceptual data that the learner has avail- concepts. For example, if integration is
just cited, we should admit our propensiable to him at any point in time, is tied to the concept of learning, teachers
ty in curriculum implementation to
referred to as his cognitive structure. might be more open to its curriculum
attend to the logical structure of our
(Ausubel and Robinson 1969, 50-51)
and classroom implications than if it is
ideas, and, even when we attend to the
tied to such concepts as innovation,
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reformation, or change. Were we to tie
_integration to learning, we would do
well to ensure beforehand that the concept to which the new material is to be
connected is already stable in the learners' -in this case, the teachers'-cognitrve structure. In this context, teachers
already have learned about thinking, disciplines, and learning; we should be able
to expect that these concepts are stable.
(If they are not, we have other problems.)
Thus, I did not use the concept learning
here by accident. I think the comparative
concept learning is the key to defusing
the Implementation of integrative curriculum or practices. As I already noted,
when they first hear about integration,
many teachers claim to have been doing
it all along anyway. These reports should
be a clue for those initiating the implementation. Maybe the generators of the
new curriculum have adopted a slogan
that will offend and confuse. If they can

tie their plans to what people already
know, they will gain some credibility, by
hitching onto the capital of a term like
learning.
Adding to our irony, educators often
talk about the student perspective or the
impact on students of any curriculum
restructuring intended to facilitate integration. But we seem to operate with the
assumption that teachers will do all the
new learning necessary and make all the
right cognitive moves somehow automatically. My assertion is that we need to recognize that for a teacher to confront the
concept of integration and start to teach
in that way is implicitly to involve that
teacher in a learning experience.All that
applies to learners will apply to that
teacher. Yet integration is often presented as if it is self-evident to teachers what
should be their next step. What an irony
that we have missed this important
dimension of implementation!

We now ask whose task it is to provide
to teachers those hooks for grasping the
new ideas about integration in education.
We could ask three separate sub-questions. Who is positioned to do it? Who is
responsible to do it? Who will do it?
Professors of education and those who
work in ministries of education are positioned to help teachers understand the
conceptual nuances of integration and
how it connects to what they already
know about teaching and learning. Those
introducing new concepts and practices
must shoulder the larger share of responsibility for locating those new concepts
and practices in current thought and
practice. As professionals, teachers also
should carry a minor but real share in
understanding the changes they face.
Time will show who ends up providing
teachers with the cognitive hooks on
which to hang the concepts and practices implicit' in integration talk.
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